their duty. No one will deny that corporations are subject_ f@
law, yet they are daily permitted to violate it with impunity.
Se- emboldened have they be¢ome by a legislative tolerance of
their past omissions, that they assume the arrogant and eontemp-
tuous tone of a master, and boldly guestion the potver of the leg-
islature to interfere with their concerns. The safety of all demands
that they should be made tg succumb;—that thiey wilt be[ eventu-
ally, is not questioned. The approach of this périod should be

accelerated by prompt and efficient legislation.  With this view

our committee have prepared a bill, making it obligatory on the’

%anks to resume specie paymeénts on or before the first of July

next, and providing an effectual remedy against them 1n the event
of their refusal to do so. The aét of assembly of 1818 i§ by ex’
press provision applicable to the chdrters of the séteral banks’
of this State. This act was designed, and has always beén un-
derstood as giving a remedy against the banks. This rémedy .
can be altered without trénching upon the chartered rights of
banks. It is proposed to alter it, so as to make 1t the Ifnperative
duty of the courls to decide upon an ascertained statement of
facts in a particular and uniform mannecr. As the law now stands
ander the act of 1818, the judges are to determine what shalf be
the law as to the banks. This is not propérly their duty. They
shéuld have no discretion, but be compelled to decide in a certain’
way, when ceitain facts are ascertained. That the Législatare
have the right to alter the remedy as proposed, is clear to the mnd
of the committee. The Supreme Court of the United Statés,” ir'
the case of Sturges’vs. Crowninshield, say, ‘‘the distinétion be-
{ween the obligation of a contract, dnd the remedy gived by the’
Legislature to enforce that obligation, exists in the nature of thifigs.’
Withott impairing the obligation of the contract, the remedy
¢ertainly may be modified as the wisdom of the nation muy di-
rect.” In the Bank of Columbia vs. Okely, they say, that a sum-’
mary powet of judgment and execution granted to the Bank i
its charter, is a mere remedial proeess provided by the legislatire
and may be withdrawn or modified at its pleasure.” This is their’
language.—“We attach no importance to the idea of this being &
chartered right in the Bank. It is the remedy and not the right,,
and as such we have no doubt of its being subject fo the will of
Congress—the forms of administering justice and the DUTIES.
and powERs of courts as incident to the exercise of a branck of
sovereign power, must ever be subject to legislative will, and:,the'
power over them'is unalienable sb as to'bind subséquent legisla<’
tures.” In Yourg vs. The Bank of Alexandyia, a similat power
had béen conferred upoh that bank, and withoitt appéal,” by the’
Legislature of Virginia. . L
When Alekandria was ceded fo the General Goverdmeit, the’
rights of this corporation were éxpressly reserved as free' fsin’
alteration by Congress, but notwithstahding this; the Supremé’
¢ourt held that the law of Congress was competent fo’give #f
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